A simulation model is described in this paper that was part of an analysis of New York City's Grand Juries and Supreme Courts.
After an indictment is filed, the defendant is arraigned in the Supreme 3 Court (Superior Court).
Pleas (which can be offered at almost any stage) can be offered here.
That generally depends on the presiding judge in the arraignment part and whether or not the county has pre-trial conference (PTC) parts.
The pre-trial conference parts, which are the next step in the process (where they exist) have recently been estab- Planning for the S p e e d y -T r i a l Rules A l t h o u g h the i n s t a l l a t i o n of the s p e e d y -t r i a l rules had been e x p e c t e d for nearly a year, it was not until the w i n t e r of 1972 that an analysis of Supreme Court needs was undertaken. When a case first arrives at a station, it is assigned a priori the number of appearances it will require for a disposition at that stage. It is then scheduled into its first appearance. 
Input to the Model
As part of their study, The
Committee on Court Delay commissioned a sampling study of felony cases that had reached disposition in the year November, 1970 through October, 1971 . That study provides a significant amount of reasonably good data. The following information was generated from their study.
As mentioned earlier the Criminal Court processing would be represented by a probability distribution. 10 a p p e a r a n c e s in a trial part has a 5% chance of going to trial when its tenth a p p e a r a n c e has been completed.
Once a case has r e a c h e d trial it is a s s i g n e d a length of trial. Again, there is little data on this subject.
Ms. V i r g i n i a Ambrozini, a c o n s u l t a n t to CJCC, p e r f o r m e d a study of Supreme
Court o p e r a t i o n s in the summer of 1971. Figure 6 shows the results of her study with r e s p e c t to the length of trial. Admittedly, this is a crude technique.
It was thought that there was a possibility that the average time between appearances might increase as the number of trial part appearances increases, the reasoning being that the same reasons that cause many appearances might also cause longer adjournments. In the Fall of 1971 Manhattan added a pre-trial conference part. All cases go through this part between a r r a i g n m e n t and trial part. Since there is little data about this part, it was assumed that almost all cases now have only one a p p e a r a n c e in the a r r a i g n m e n t part and the r e m a i n i n g a p p e a r a n c e s prior to trial part in the PTC part. That is the total n u m b e r of a p p e a r a n c e s prior to trial However, the hidden effect of adding a grand jury was to send a sudden jolt to the rest of the system.
Rather than reducing the total number of d e f e n d a n t s i n t h e system, it simply shifted the burden to the trial parts.
The sudden rise in d e f e n d a n t s awaiting a trial part a p p e a r a n c e is really a t r a n s i e n t effect rather than a steady state condition. Table 1 shows the total number of d e f e n d a n t s in the system at three points in time. Admittedly, this is not a complete analysis; however, I think the point is clear. Table 1 The behavior i n d i c a t e d above was number of d e f e n d a n t s awaiting trial part a p p e a r a n c e s from about 3200 to 2600.
The t w o -w e e k shutdown in December would boost the backing log up to nearly 2800 but during the first six months of 1973 the model projects a steady d e c l i n e to about 2300, at which time the total number of d e f e n d a n t s in the system would be just under 3000 and the d e t e n t i o n p o p u l a t i o n would be about 1670.
A l t h o u g h the decline in the number of d e f e n d a n t s looks encouraging, the p e r c e n t a g e of cases taking less than 180 The system to a c e r t a i n extent is s e l f -r e g u l a t i n g with r e s p e c t to adjournm e n t lengths. No m a t t e r w h a t p r e f e r e n c e s judges or DA's have for size of workload, it is certain that n~ one will want to be given blame for allowing someone to "escape" under the 180 day rule. Thus, as a case a p p r o a c h e s that mark, both
• will a c c e p t slightly larger calendar sizes r e s u l t i n g from shorter a d j o u r n m e n t lengths.
To r e f l e c t this, the model was set-up so that when a d e f e n d a n t was in the s y s t e m for more than 140 days he w o u l d be allowed a d j o u r n m e n t lengths of 5 days on the average.
The model was run with these additions, again using 2 PTC parts and 17 trial parts.
In that run, average c a l e n d a r size rose only to 6.6 defendants per day. The number of d e f e n d a n t s awaiting trial part a p p e a r a n c e s p l u m m e t t e d to less than 1500 in the first 4 m o n t h s of the simulation. However, the p e r c e n t a g e of d e f e n d a n t s r e q u i r i n g more than 180 days for disposition d r o p p e d only to 22%. Thus it was clear that c o n c e n t r a t i o n solely on the trial parts was i n s u f f i c i e n t because many cases were coming to their first trial part a p p e a r a n c e having a l r e a d y The results of that run show only 18% of d e f e n d a n t s r e q u i r i n g more than 180
days for disposition. This figure is an adequate system goal from the point of v i e w of the model for four reasons.
First, not all delay is caused by the state; some is caused by the d e f e n d a n t (request of an a d d i t i o n a l a p p e a r a n c e or extra long adjournment) and as such is not c h a r g e a b l e to the 180 day rule. 
2.
Add trial part emergency e x p e d i t i n g m e c h a n i s m for d e f e n d a n t s in the system for more than 120 days. 6. There are m a n y d e f i n i t i o n s of the term b a c k l o g used to describe system status.
The d e f i n i t i o n used in this paper is the number of cases pending.
7.
Budget Analysts were more perceptive in this calculation. They took into account the fact that the p r e s e n t number of parts was i n s u f f i c i e n t to handle p r o p e r l y last year's caseload.
Thus, before c o n s i d e r i n g the expected increase in caseload, they added parts to allow the court to be a match for last year's input rate. The model is set-up to simulate the o p e r a t i o n s of each county separately.
The m a j o r i t y of q u a n t i t a t i v e i n f o r m a t i o n in this paper refers to Manhattan.
10.
See Jennings, " Q u a n t i t a t 
